For about a decade researchers in landscape ecology (and other environmental sciences) have been raising the issue of insufficient impact of our science in increasing societal awareness and decision making. Several analyses showed that available knowledge was not used in local landscape planning (Termorshuizen et al. 2007 ) and in managing conservation sites (Pullin et al. 2004) . Although insufficient accessibility of knowledge to practitioners is undoubtedly one of the causes, more fundamental causes exist (Yli-Pelkonen and Niemelä 2006) . For example, reserve selection tools may not be appropriate to tackle the questions that managers have, particularly not in landscapes where land for conservation is scarce (Prendergast et al. 1999) . Journals are packed with papers proposing more and more sophisticated decision support tools and assessment models, often without any specification of the decision process which is supposed to be supported. Most models are linear models which ''can only provide partial conservation solutions because they describe positivist, biologically focused solutions to what are normative, complex conservation problems typically driven by social and economic issues '' (Knight et al. 2006) . Cash et al. (2003) proposed that the effectiveness of knowledge transfer is determined by three characteristics of knowledge: credibility, saliency and legitimacy. It seems that scientists tend to invest most of their time in improving the credibility (accuracy) of their models, instead of the saliency (what can be done with it in a particular context of problem solving?) and legitimacy (does the knowledge recognize the interests and values of potential users?).
Several papers proposed to build bridges between landscape ecology and landscape planning (Opdam et al. 2002; Leitão and Ahern 2002; Termorshuizen et al. 2007 ) and between landscape ecology and sustainable development (Potschin and Haines-Young 2006; Wu 2006; Naveh 2007; Opdam 2007; Gardner et al. 2008; Termorshuizen and Opdam 2009; Mussachio 2009; Wu 2010) . In these papers a common theme is the need to integrating knowledge, both within landscape ecology to converge different lines of research and between landscape ecology and other scientific disciplines, including social and economic sciences. Although improving interdisciplinary integration is necessary for problem solving, it is not enough. Ecological knowledge was reported to be too rigid and prescriptive for problem solving (Theobald et al. 2000) , demanding landscape ecologists to explore how the characteristics of their knowledge tools match the needs in the problem solving process. This calls for learning in interaction with practice. Several terms have been proposed to characterize ways of interaction between scientists and practitioners, such as mode II science (Nowotny et al. 2001 ) and transdisciplinary methods (Fry et al. 2007 ). There is a growing understanding that, if scientists not only calibrate their tools on scientific evidence but also tune their methods to problem solving in practical cases, scientific knowledge can have a much greater impact. In other words, application should become part of the scientific domain. Knight et al. (2006) made a plea for testing models in practical application to attain higher levels of user value. Nassauer and Opdam (2008) proposed that design could be both a scientific activity and a coproduction by scientists and practitioners of problem solving. Such social learning of mixed science-practice groups can improve skills of practitioners to handle scientific knowledge and tools, and at the same time improve skills of scientists to provide the right knowledge in the right context. Such coproduction of knowledge (i.e. a transdiscplinary approach) becomes even a necessity in cases where collaborative decision making about landscape change has the characteristics of an unstructured (''wicked'') problem, in which involved parties deviate in their view on the problem, in the values they claim, and in the solutions that they see as possible and desirable. Such problems cannot be solved by science alone. This calls for rethinking the science-practice relationship, as well as inventing scientific approaches that can handle such situations (Funtowicz and Ravetz 1993) .
In this issue, the journal Landscape Ecology starts a new section-''Landscape Ecology in Practice''-to promote studies that address the science-practice interface problem. In the first contribution, Steingröver et al. describe how in coproduction with local farmers and other stakeholders they developed a design method for landscape infrastructure. With this method they supported a collaborative decision process of local stakeholders about improving the capacity of the landscape to regulate natural pest suppression. The paper discusses what was learned, both by scientists and practitioners. It is a nice example of increasing insight into the science-practice interface problem.
The aim of the new section is to learn how to use application in practice as a scientific method, to improve the significance of landscape ecology in society. We welcome manuscripts addressing questions derived from the science-practice interface as it is positioned in this editorial. Manuscripts should meet the prime criteria for good science (original, logic, transparent 
